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The Future of Freedom is a revealing book for understanding the internal 
contradict ion between liberalism and democracy. The book is a logical continuation of Zakaria’s 
article, “The Rise of Illiberal Democracy” (Foreign Affairs Nov. Dec. 1 997 p. 22-43). It is 
generally believed that this book is very important to understand American foreign policy 
towards the Islamic world particularly after the incidence of 9/11. The book is a clear 
acknowledgment of the internal contradiction in capitalist democracy in a country which has 
no non-liberal legacy, i.e. America. The non-liberal community i.e. the Red Indians, was 
completely destroyed by the state governed by Enlightened, liberal, free and automous 
individuals. Fifteen million Red Indians were ruthlessly slaughtered by Americans over a span 
of two centuries. 

The book comprises seven chapters including a conclusion. The introductory 
chapters provide a brief summary of contemporary politics through a liberal perspective Zakaria 
considers the present age to be a democratic age. He believes that the defining feature of 
politics in this era is democracy. 

Zakaria thinks democratic process is not just a political procedure rather it is the best 
known mechanism for piecemeal social engineering. The process of democratization 
according to Zakaria transforms democracy “from being a form of government to a way of 
life”. (Zakaria 2003 p. 14). He believes that democracy and liberalism are linked with each 
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other due to the specific historical experiences of the West. According to him, “liberal 
democracy has been interwoven in to the Western political fabric (Zakaria 1997, p. 23). He 
claims that in the non-liberal part of the world the relation between democracy and liberalism 
has been broken. The scope of illiberal democracy is expanding. Democratic political 
procedure has been instrumentalized to abandon the liberal agenda and legitimize an illiberal 
socio-political order. Many of the countries around the world “do better on political liberties 
than on civil ones” (Zakaria 1997, p. 24). This means that people are ready to accept 
democratic political procedure but are not ready to accept liberal social order. He claims that, 
“half of the democratizing countries in the world today are illiberal democracies” (Zakaria 
1997, p. 24). The rise of illiberal democracy is a threat to individual freedom. Therefore there 
is a need to ensure liberal rights to protect freedom both at home and abroad. The future of 
individual freedom is assured not by a democratic but by a liberal regime. 

This paper has been divided into three sections. In the first section we will provide a 
brief summary of liberal political theory and its relation with democratic political procedure. In 
the second section we will discuss Zakaria’s position regarding the relation between 
democracy and liberalism. In the last section we will try to identify the root cause of this 
contradiction between liberal theory and democratic procedure. 

I. The Liberal Religion 

The term liberalism is being used in many different ways. The word liberal was first 
used in 1 8 12 to describe a Spanish political party. (Hall 1 988, p. 35). Those who believe in 
the universality of liberal values for instance Gore Vidual (see Hall 1988, p. 35) claim that 
pre-religious societies (Greek / Roman) were embrionically liberal. The fundamental softness 
of life which is claimed to be provided by liberal public order was also available in pre-modern 
societies. By softness of public life one means that the private life of individuals is not directly 
subjected to public order (see Hall Ibid p. 35). 

The general characteristics of the political form of liberalism justify its interpretation as 
a modem phenomenon. The values of liberalism are derived from Enlightenment thought. We 
■ can define liberalism, under three core headings: firstly, liberalism is a socio-political 
movement, which prioritizes the individual over collectivities. Secondly, liberalism considers 
freedom as ideal and institutionally protects individual freedom by considering this to be 
fundamental right of an individual. Thirdly, it considers tolerance as a fundamental value. The 
axiological significance of tolerance is organically linked with the priority of individual freedom. 
This prioritization legitimizes the equality of all incommensurable conceptions of the good and 
demolishes any system or hierarchy of values (specifically the value system of religion) which 
does not recognize the “will to freedom” as the only legitimate public good. Thus it provides 
the basis of an ostensibly pluralistic society. 

Another important characteristic of modem day liberalism is that it is a socio-poli tical 
movement which presumes an organic relation between liberty and commerce. The Scottish 
Enlightenment established a relation between wealth and virtue (see Hall 1988, p. 34-44). 
This intellectual tradition redefines the traditional concept of civic virtue. The traditional 
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concept of the virtuous life “has its roots in Greek city states” (Hall p. 37). In such societies, 
the virtuous man is seen as, a citizen who actively participates in political life, which is frugal 
and orderly and always prepares for wars. “Such a virtuous man was to serve in the militia and 
it was very largely through popular participation in infantry warfare that the right of citizenship 
were first gained” (Hall p. 37). Smith rejects this conception of the virtuous life (Ibid p. 37), 
for two reasons. Firstly in this conception, virtuous man does not respect individual freedom 
-is a legitimate public good and tolerates slavery. Secondly, he does not consider poverty as a 
social evil and prefers to live a frugal life. Scottish Enlightenment redefines the conception of 
virtuous man as one who ensures individual freedom and recognizes it as a fundamental right 
of every individual. Secondly, poverty is-accepted as a social evil. In substantive sense, 
poverty elimination and accumulation of wealth become the ultimate ends of a citizen in a civil 
society. This axiological transformation posits an organic relationship between liberty and capital 
. and political economy is the science of capital accumulation. The society that emerges from 
this organic whole of liberty and capital is considered to be a commercial society. Such a 
society ensures individual freedom through institutional protection of fundamental rights, and it 
tries to eliminate poverty through both market and extra-market strategies i.e., by improving 
labour productivity, modernizing education systems and developing infrastructure etc. Liberal 
political philosophy has markedly been influenced by Scottish Enlightenment thought. Thereby, 
it is generally believed that a capitalist economy is an inevitable pre requisite for the practice of 
liberal values. 

1. 1 Democracy a Political Procedure to Protect Individual Freedom 

In the liberal framework freedom is possible only within an order. Liberals do not 
presume an anarchic conception of freedom. In the Lockean framework “Law” is embrionically 
an instrument to sustain “liberty”. Locke claims that “in all the states of created being capable 
of laws, where there is no law there is no freedom” (Locke 1689 p. 306). Locke believes that 
although the state of nature is the state of absolute freedom it is unprotected. So in the state of 
nature arbitrary expression of ruthless power is an unintended consequence of this perfect 
state of freedom and equality. In contrast to the state of nature, Locke gave the idea of civil 
society. Civil society presumes an authority, which provides a criterion to judge between two 
or more groups. The criterion basically consists of a system of rights and duties. The Lockean 
conception of autonomy is derived from his conception of estate i.e. property. The purpose of 
Law is to protect individual property. The protection of property is considered to be 
synonymous with the protection of autonomy. Since Locke considers, the human body as 
property, thexefore the use of the body i.e. actions, thought, conscience etc should be 
protected through the system of Laws. In this context he claims that the essential purpose of 
Law is to protect individual autonomy and freedom and “the end of Law is not to abolish or 
restrain but to preserve and enlarge freedom” (Ibid, p. 306). The enlargement of freedom 
means the maximization of the individual’s capacity to actualize the absolute right of property 
without any obsticale. Thus in civil society, the framework of Law protects the individual’s 
actions, possessions and his whole property” (Ibid, p. 306) from arbitrary interventions of 
others and makes individual autonomy possible. The other rights are the corollaries of the 
property rights in the Lockean framework. For instance the right of conscience, expression, 
religion etc. are the rights which can not be overridden by any agency even government. The 
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role of property ownership in the derivation of fundamental rights, in the Lockean framework 
reveals the geneology of human rights. It appears that human rights are the instruments for 
protecting the propertied capitalist minority from the property less majority. Locke considers 
interest as the basis of the constitution of political society, as people are seen to unite in the 
form of political groups for the pussuit of their particular interests. The individual “seeks out, 
and is willing to join in society with others who ar e already united or have a mind to unite for 
the mutual preservation of their lives, liberties and estate” (Ibid, p. 205). Thus the fundamental 
right which needs to be protected is the right of property. 

The nature of government which makes this prioritization of right possible, is a 
government by consent. The fundamental objective of such government and its legislative 
body is to secure everyone’s property. (Ibid, p. 131). The property rights are regulated by 
governmental agencies but government cannot abolish property right. However there is an 
open possibility of adjustment in property rights. The legitimacy of adjustment is derived from 
the consent of the majority. Any arbitrary attempt to violate the right of property is not 
tolerable. Locke believes that the existence of honest, unbiased, systematically institutionalized 
legislative authority is inevitable for the preservation of property. The legislative body must 
guarantee the individual right of property. If the legislators violate this inviolable right of 
property “then they put themselves into the state of war with the people who are thereupon 
absolved from any further obedience” (Locke, 1689, p. 222). The abolition of property 
justifies civil disobedience and legitimate use of force against violation of individual rights until 
the “establishment of a new legislation (such as they shall think fit) provide for their own safety 
and security which is the end for which they are in society”. (Ibid, p. 222). 

According to MacPherson, the Lockean emphasis on liberal ideology is determined 
by Locke’s trust regarding the “moral sufficiency of capitalist market production”. (MacPherson 
1 962, p. 39). It is because of this reason that Locke defends capitalist property on the basis of 
his political theory. The constitutional order of capitalist property is presumed to be a 
workable mechanism for practicing liberal values. It has been acknowledged that the word 
“property” and “right” are virtually synonymous in Locke’s usage (Dunn, 1973 p. 39). Tully 
believes that Lockean liberal argument is not an absolutist defence of liberalism. In this regard 
Dunn also opines that the Lockean defence of “right” through constitutional political procedure 
has been misinterpreted because many of the rights which men held within this society were 
rights which had come to them through what one might term as the capitalist channel (Dunn, p. 
39). He claims that the Lockean defence of liberal values and individual right i.e. right of 
property was historically determined and Locke is committed to a legitimation of capitalist 
order. 

J.S. Mill is also one of the important exponent of liberal thought and presumes an 
organic relation between liberalism and democracy. 

The definition of the “general concept of freedom” is not the core concern of Mill’s 
work, rather his main focus is on the problem of civil liberty. In this regard he analyses the 
nature and parameters of civil power “which can legitimately be exercised by society over the 
individual” (Mill 1912, p. 5). The expression of civil power necessarily constrains individual 
liberty. This legitimate expression of power for the protection of individual autonomy is the 
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centi s. 1 issue of political philosophy. Sovereignty and liberty are the two issues, which are 
pai adoxically co-existent. The inverse relationship between the two has manifested itself in the 
political history of democratic regimes. The sustenance of both dimensions of political life is 
inevitable yet contradictory. The natural outcome of this paradoxical relation between the 
sovereignty of the state and individual autonomy is that society is dichotomized into two 
dif ferent spheres. The one is the sphere of the ruling body and the other is the sphere of the 
people who are rule. Generally it is believed that there is an antagonistic relation between 
these two spheres. The ruling body (or government) prioritizes authority, however the civilians 
identify themselves with liberty. Mill believes that the root cause of this antagonism lies in 
monarchical state structure. In such a political structure the ruling elite derives its authority • 

from inheritance or conquest, and does not hold it at the pleasure of the governed (see Ibid, p. 

5). This authoritative expression of power is generally conceived as “a weapon which they 
would attempt to use against their subjects, no less than against external enemies - ' (Ibid, p. 6). 
Mill believes that the idea of liberty is derived from the limitation of this authoritative power of 
the government. According to him, the limit which was set “to the power which the ruler 
should be suffered to exercise over the community. . . was what they meant by liberty” (Ibid, 
p. 6). Mill provides two different ways to constrain the authoritative power of the ruling body 
as follows: 

i) The derivation of the body of political rights/liberties. This system of rights 
protects individual sovereignty, which was infringed by the rulers. The violation of 
these rights justifies civil disobedience. 

ii) The derivation of a constitution by the elected representatives of the people (on 
the basis of a system of rights/duties). This constitutional system of checks and 
balances provides both, legitimate expression of political authority and protection 
of the sphere of individual sovereignty, independent of state coercion. 



The phenomena of demociatic rule is an attempt to resolve the contradiction between 
authority and liberty. Mill believes that the elected government is more or less representative 
of the general interests of the people, therefore these “temporary rulers become the prominent 
object of the exertions of the popular party, whatever any such party existed and superseded, 
to a considerable extent, the previous effort to limit the power of rulers” (Ibid. p. 7). 
According to him even in democratic rale the contradiction between sovereignty and liberty 
has not been eliminated. The purpose of political parties was to defend the interests of the 
general public by extending their sphere of liberty. What he tries to emphasize is that even in 
democratic rale the interests of the ruling body may be dichotomized. It is because of this 
reason that the strategy to limit the political power of the ruling body was changed. The 
contradiction between the ruling body and general public can only be resolved by the 
identification of the mutual interests of both parties. “Tire rulers should be identified with the 
people; (so) that their interest and will should be the interest and will of the nation” (Ibid, p. 7). 
The major concern of this approach is to dilute the antagonism between the ruling body and 
the general public. In this regard the ruling body itself becomes the instrument of the will of the 
people (or at-least that of the majority), to determine, a legitimate private sphere of life, to 
piotect individual autonomy and to maintain balance between the public and private spheres 
oflife. 
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The determination of the legitimate sphere of individual autonomy (right of self- 
determination) with the help of a body of right/duties along with the derivation of certain rules 
of conduct are necessary to sustain a just socio-political order. These rules of conduct 
according to Mill simultaneously impose certain constraints on individuals to sustain a just 
public order (in the form of laws) as well as protect individual privacy and autonomy. 

Mill differentiates government by Nature from government by convention. He 
believes that the existence of government, if explained in teims of Nature, will take the form of 
a deterministic political paradigm, in which no choice will be possible. On the other hand, 
conventionally grounded government is free government, which presumes unlimited choices' 
He rejects both the extremes as there is always a possibility of choices within certain limits! 
Government by Nature is an essentialistic conception, which presumes a definite way to inn 
governmental structure. He defines such government in terms of a fixed nature which leads us 
to a political procedure which is essentially deterministic. It presumes a definite procedure to 
realize those ends which are compatible with the essentialistic nature of that government. On 
the other hand, there is a government by convention, which presumes unlimited possibilities to 
actualize conventions through governmental structure. Since the essence of conventions lies in 
the form of life therefore there are innumerable choices to actualize those conventions. In a 
democratic framework, Mill believes, the '‘will of the people”, means the will of the majority. It 
is because of this reason he acknowledges that the “tyranny of the majority” is an open 
possibility of this political framework (see Mill On Liberty p. 9). The domination of majoritarian 
dictatorship poser a threat to individual autonomy. According to Mill there is a need for 
institutional protection of individual liberty “against the tyranny of the prevailing opinion and 
feeling (Ibid, p. 9). He categorically claims that “there is a limit to the legitimate interference of 
collective opinion with individual independence: and t<3 find that limit; and maintain it against the 
encioachment; is indispensable to the good conditions of human affairs, as protection against 
political despotism” (Ibid, p. 10). This shows Mill’s commitment to liberal values. It implies 
that the core concern of political theory on the one hand, is to determine those limits and 
encroachments which are indespansible for the sustenance of capitalist individuality. On the 
othei hand it must ensure the area of non-interference or individual autonomy through the 
prioritization of certain inviolable rights. Mill identifies certain conditions, which are necessary 
for the establishment of popular government. These conditions, are as follows: 

a) The existence of a particular system or institutional structure, which determines 
the body of rights and duties. 

b) General acceptance of that system of government alongwith public willingness to 
keep that system standing. 

c) The capacity to maintain and consolidate that particular system of government 
(particularly through educating people within the limits which are provided by the 
system of rights and duties). 

Historically speaking, capitalist government has been justified as a mean for providing 
a guaiantee to ensure older and achieve “progress”. The problem arises when we try to 
prioritize order (i.e. rule of Law) over “progress” (i.e. maximization of discounted 
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consumption flows) or vice versa Mill believes that although “progress” is the ultimate aim of 
government the mechanism for the achievement of progress is not sustainable in the absence 
ol security’ and “order”. There is no need to prioritize one over the other. “Order” and 
progress ’ are organically linked with each other therefore a “good government (is) that which 
achieves progress on the basis of order” (Mill, 1963, p. 791). Mill’s approach is basically 
teleological because as a utilitarian he presumes a specific puipose of human existence (i.e. 
maximization of pleasure). Thereby the liberal utilitarian conception of the self is decisive to 
understand this justification of capitalist socio-political order. This organic relation between 
ontology and politics is of fundamental important for identifying the qualities of citizens, nature 
of moial order and statecraft. Mill believes that the legitimacy and the efficiency of the 
government are related to its capacity for promoting virtues that are compatible with the 
consolidation of capitalist mis. 

In Mill s framework although individual liberty has its importance and he considers 
individual liberty as a necessary condition of “progress” he does not negate the importance of 
community (at the political level). Government is fully responsible for developing and 
impi oving the life of its people. In this context the role of education is decisive. However Mill 
acknowledges that education is basically an evolutionary phenomena and it is dependent on 
the stage of development in which individuals are situated (i.e. their social environment). There 
is a linear chain of states, the realization of one stage is lexically connected with the fulfillment 
ol the other. Despotism is “a legitimate mode” to rule barbarians and savages. But since there 
is an open possibility of improvement in political structures, therefore despotism should not be 
considered as an end. Self government is the most refined form of political evolution. Mill 
belie ves that learning from the past and education for the future makes human development 
possible. 

According to Mill the nature of representative government is different form 
benevolent despotism. Benign dictatorship in the form of absolute rule of morally, spiritually or 
intellectually developed individuals, might be beneficial but there are two major associated 
problems: 

No proper institutional structure (equipped by a system of checks and balances) 
which ensures peaceful transference of power. 

b j No institutional security of individual rights and liberty is guaranteed. 

Mill favors representative government because he claims that,, it is a historically 
acknowledged fact that the freedom of the individual has been ruthlessly circumscribed in 
despotism which directly affects “progress”. Furthermore “obedience” in despotic regimes 
(which is a necessary condition of authoritarian rule) undermines the priority of individual 
liberty, which negatively affects the intellectual, moral and political evolution of society 
Intellectual stagnation manifests itself in the form of moral corruption and structural 
deterioration of despotic regimes. This argument presumes that high culture flourishes in a free 
and liberal society. Thus the essential function of a state is to provide as much freedom as 
possible to its citizen so that they can express themselves freely. For Mill self government is the 
best possible political framework. In this regard representative democracy is comparatively 
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It provides an institutional framework for the peaceful transference of power. 

It ensures individual rights. 

It provides a (legally protected) free space to develop the individual’s 
moial intellectual, creative and critical capacities (which provide the firm 
foundation of capitalist order). 

In order to excavate the organic relation between liberalism and democracy Rawls is 
also one of the major contemporary thinkers. 

In his analysis of liberty, Rawls is not concerned with the definition of liberty. It is more 
then obvious that he is much more interested in “the relative values of the several liberties and 
why they come into conflict” (Rawls 1971, p. 201) with each other. So he sets aside the 
rtaditional distinction between positive and negative conceptions of freedom expounded by 

According to Rawls, any meaningful explanation of freedom must address three 
questions which are as follows: 


Who are the agents of freedom? 

Freedom from what? i.e. what kind of restrictions or limitations are to be 
eliminated? 


is 


iii) What legitimate constraints are needed to enhance general freedom i.e. “what it i 

that they are free to do or not to do”? (Ibid, p. 202). 

It is customary to define freedom in terms of obstacles and maximization of freedom is 
considered as synonymous with the elimination of the identified obstacles. The identification of 
obstacles (political, social, cultural, religious, emotional, aesthetical etc.) is a never-ending 
phenomenon; therefore, the absolute realization of freedom is not possible. For Rawls these 
questions are organically linked with each other as well as they pose a challenge for 
contemporary political philosophy. “This or that person (or persons) is free (or not free) from 
ns or that constraint (or set of constraints) to do (or not to do) so and so” (Ibid, p. 202). 

. . Rawls focuses on the constitutional and legal restrictions, which refrain individual 
reedom. He acknowledges that there is no one sense of liberty because there are different 
agents of freedom, for instance (i) person (ii) associations or organization or corporations and 
(m) the state. Therefore liberty is the name of a “certain system of public rules defining rights 
and duties” (Ibid, p. 17). This means that freedom is just a space whose frontiers are 
c etermined by the system of rights. According to Rawls, in the political sense the meaning of 
freedom is determined by the publicly acknowledged institutions, because the prioritized 
system of rights cannot be protected without having a proper institutional structure. 
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There are different spheres of Liberties due to which there is always an open possibility 
of clash among different spheres of liberties. The role of institutions (political, legal, and 
economic) is to protect one agent (person, association, state) from the interference of the 
other. It is the institutional framework, which imposes legal obligations over the agent, not to 
interfere in the other’s political, religious, moral etc. affairs. Since there are different spheres of 
liberties, therefore basic liberties should be assessed in a single system rather than particular 
liberties on their own. The task of the delegate (in a constitutional convention) and legislator is 
to bal ance one sphere of liberty against that of the other for the attainment of the “best total 
system of equal liberties” (Ibid, p. 19). 

In the Rawlsian framework, the conception of freedom is not anarchic. He 
acknowledges certain restrictions and limitations as legitimate and necessary for the 
sustenance of the system of liberty. Tire limitation of freedom is not unjust because “these limits 
are subject to certain criteria expressed by the meaning of equal liberty and (the) serial order 
of the two principles of justice” (Ibid, p. 20). 

He acknowledges that the framework of constitutional democracy is not a perfect 
political system but in such a system two conditions are necessarily be satisfied namely (i) the 
principle of equal liberty and (ii) the existence of a “just and effective system of legislation” 

(Ibid, p. 21). 

In the Rawlsian framework, the principle of equal liberty is concretized (in 
constitutional procedure) in the form of the “principle of equal participation”. The initial 
reference of constitutional democracy is equal political participation. The worth of a 
democratic decision is determined by the extent to which the principle of equal participation is 
realized. Before discussing the relation between liberty and political participation, 

Rawls mentions the general features of constitutional statecraft as follows: 

i) Socio-political and economic policies are decided by elected representatives for 
a limited period. 

ii) These representatives are accountable to the electorate. 

iii) The representatives have advisory capacity for effective legislation according to 
legitimate public sentiments. 

iv) The executive body (i.e. judiciary) is responsible for monitoring legislative 
procedure according to the constitution or the spirit of the constitution. 

v) Political parties are not just interest groups rather they must have some political 
agenda and public conception of the good. 

vi) The constitution determines the parameters of the legislative body; however, “a 
firm majority of the electorate is able to achieve its aims by constitutional 

amendment” (Ibid, p. 222). 

: 

vii) All sane adults have the right to vote. 
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viii) Fair, free and regular elections are also important for the sustenance of a 
constitutional regime. 

ix) The need of a loyal opposition to counter one party dictatorship, to open up 
healthy bargaining and clash of opinion for the realization of the principles of 
justice, foi the promotion of the public good, and to critically evaluate and analyze 
the prevailing socio-economic and political policies of the government. 

In the Rawlsian framework;, the principle of equal liberty is institutionally concretized. 
Therefore the initial reference of constitutional democracy is the realization of the principle of 
equal political paiticipation. 

Rawls believes that there is always an open possibility of the clash of certain spheres 
of liberties therefore, there is a need of a “firm constitutional protection for certain liberties 
particularly freedom of speech and assembly and to form political associations” (Ibid, p. 223) 
The institutionalization of the principle of equal liberty in the form of equal participation 
requires a three-dimensional analysis namely the meaning of equal paiticipation, the extent of 
this participation and its limitation and the measures which are necessary to be taken for the 
enhancement of its (i.e. equal participation) worth. In this regard, equal participation is 
characterized by a) one man one vote, b) every citizen has equal access to public offices. This 
means that everyone is free to i) join political parties, ii) run for elective positions and iii) hold 
places of authority. However reasonable constraints of “age limit” and condition of permanent 
residence must be imposed. 

As for the question of the extent of participation is concerned, Rawls is not very clear 

though he believes that the problem of the extent of political liberty (equal participation) is 
raised if: 

a) The constitution establishes majoritarian dictatorship. 

b) The ability of the majority to achieve its objectives through constitutional 
amendments is unrestrained. 

In order to cope with these problems there is a need to limit the scope and authority of 
the majority through constitutional checks and balances, separation of state power, judicial 
review etc. But the problem is that these constraints eventually “limit the scope of the principle 
of participation” (Ibid, p. 224). Interestingly Rawls believes that these constraints are 
consistent with the principle of equal participation, because “similar restrictions apply to 
everyone and the constraints introduced are likely over time to fall evenly upon all sectors of 
society (Ibid, p. 224). Lastly there is always a need of institutional backing to promote the 
sanctity of the principle of equal liberty through the systematic, coherent, and consistent 
realization of the principle of participation. 

Rawls identifies the major cause of the failure of constitutional government as the lack 
of systematic institutionalization of the principle of participation. He believes that the root 
cause of all defects is the “failure to insure the fail- value of political liberty” (Ibid, p. 226). It is 
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a his torical fact that the disparities in the distribution of material welfare were tolerated by the 
legal system of constitutional governments. The reason for this according to Rawls was that 
economic inequalities were mistakenly considered as compatible with political equality. The 
natural corollary of this is that no measures have been taken to develop such institutions, which 
are necessary for the sustenance of the formally given political equality. However Rawls 
believes that political injustice is much more disastrous than market imperfections. 
Concentration of political power is much more dangerous then that of capital concentration. It 
is another matter that in today’s world capital and political power have become synonymous. 
Rawls acknowledges that “parties and elections are financed not by the public funds but by 
private contributions, the political forum is so constrained by the wishes of the dominant 
interest” (Ibid, p. 226). This simply means that the dominant capitalist directly or indirectly 
effect the political process in general and individual liberty in particular which is constitutionally 
guaranteed and institutionally protected. This implies that between the lines Rawls 
acknowledges capitalist domination as an unintended consequence of constitutional 
democracy. Rawls believes that since these problems are in fact the problems of political 
sociology, therefore they do not need to be directly addressed in his theory of justice. In other 
words the theory of justice must not be taken as “a theory of political system” (Ibid, p. 227). 

Rawls believes that the existence of a loyal opposition is necessary for just political 
process, because it helps to derive a conception of the good (according to the will of the 
people), and at the same time without negating die only legitimate public good i.e. “individual 
freedom” (freedom of thought, assembly, expression and property) keeps on interpreting or 
reframing the meaning of this pubic good. There is no single and ultimate policy or 
methodology to maximize individual liberty, therefore the purpose of the opposition is to 
critically analyze policies and constantly identify the obstacles which obstruct individual 
freedom. 

IL Democracy’s Instrumentality 

The above analysis reveals that mainstream political theory sees democracy as the 
only legitimate political procedure to practice liberal ideology. It is also implied that liberal 
rights are the necessary pre-amble of a constitutional democracy and they can not be 
abolished even through the democratic process. The texts also reveal that in liberal order 
freedom can only be ensured formally, through the institutional realization of the principle of 
equal political participation. In this context Zakaria’s defence of liberal undemocratic political 
mechanisms and rejection of illiberal democratic procedure by suspending or restricting the 
right of equal political participation of the citizen of a democratic but illiberal state is directly in 
conflict with liberal orthodox theory and raises the question of the priority of liberalism over 
democracy. 

Zakaria’s conception of democracy is quite general. He believes that “If a country 
holds competitive, multiparty elections, we call it democratic”. (Ibid, 25). When he defines 
democracy he totally abstracts from theory and historicity. The justification of one man one 
vote is not institutionally recognizable without accepting a specific ontological assumption that 
man is ontologically capable of determining his ends therefore it will be considered as an 
inviolable right of the individual to frame, revise and rationally pursue his own conception of 
the good. This phrasographic ontological, account is the theoretical justification of the claim 
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that the good is determined by the will of the people. Zakaria does not present any justification 
ot this absurd ontological pre-supposition underlying constitutional democracy. 

Zakaria’s conception of democracy is as follows: 

A country is regarded as democratic only if it guarantees a comprehensive catalog of 
social, political, economic and religious rights. This turns the word democracy into a badge of 
honor rather than a descriptive category”. (Ibid, 25). According to Zakaria constitutional 
liberalism is not apolitical procedure for selecting government rather it is a procedure for the 
se ection of government goals” (Ibid, 25). And what should be the goals of government’. ‘To 
protect an individual’s, autonomy and dignity against coercion, whatever the source, state 
church or society”. (Ibid, 26). Interestingly he recognizes that all these goals are specific to the 
western world and derived from the historical experiences of “constitutional liberalism 
developed in western Europe and the United States as a defense of the involable right to life 
and property and freedom of religion and speech” (Ibid, 26). 

Economic liberalization in undemocratic East Asian countries (Indonesia, Singapore, 
Malaysia S. Korea, Taiwan and Thailand) is interpreted as “progress” Zakaria thinks that 
economic liberalization will pave the way for cultural and political liberalization. But interest- 
ingly he does not believe that illiberal democracy can make people liberal. Rather he wants to 

abolish the democratic system and establish a liberal dictatorship for the enforcement of liberal 
rights. 

Zakaria believes that political rights are meaningless and sometimes become 
disastrous foi civil society if they are not accompanied by human rights. He is ready to accept 
undemocratic liberal governments which provide liberal rights. Thus he has rejected the 
organic relation between equal political participation and the equality of individual liberty i.e. 
the right of self-deteraiination. 

Zakaria piioritizes constitutional liberalism over democracy because while 
constitutional liberalism guarantees democracy, democracy does not guarantee liberalism. Hie 
future of freedom is in danger within politically democratic and culturally illiberal societies, but 

the future of freedom is secure in undemocratic but culturally and institutionally liberal 
societies. 

It is generally believed that democratic freedom is compatible with any ideological 
framework because people consider it as a value neutral mechanism. Fareed Zakaria also 
appears to believe that democracy is a value neutral political procedure. History reveals that 
democratic process is not compatible with all ideological frameworks because it necessarily 
transforms society into a liberal order (Iran for example). It is because of this reason that we 
claim that democratic process is not a value neutral system. Any ideology which does not 
consider the human being as autonomous law giver and which believes that good is not 
determined by the will of the people i.e. which is not anthropocentric, is not compatible with 
democratic political procedure. It must eventually try to control and abolish the democratic 
process. 
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Democratic process is theoretically, grounded in liberal ideology and if it has failed to 
institutionalized individual autonomy (As Zakaria is worried about) then this means that 
democratic political procedure is not the ultimate political procedure to establish liberal public 
order. Then the question arises how do we know that Islamic political procedure is 
incompatible with the development of civil society. The answer is simple. The ontological and 
epistemological incompatibility between Islam and liberalism delegitemates capitalist order. In 
Islam the good is not dependent on the individual’s will rather it has been revealed. The 
conception of self, cosmology and epistemology of Islam denies the right of the individual to 
change, revise, and pursue his own conception of the good. 

Democi acy has become in elevant for the Western world. Their people are already 
situated in a liberal culture and are enjoying the associated fundamental softness of life. The 
circuit of citizenship is restricting and the sphere of the market is expanding. It is the cir cuit of 
capital which actually guarantees individual freedom in its concrete form. Now the abstract 
expression of freedom (i.e. vote) is actually irrelevant for a westerner because for him 
freedom simply means to choose between Reebock and Nike. The issues of high politics are 
irrelevant for the westerner. Only a small proportion of people participate in the political 
ot oces s. Democratic process does not effect their lives because in capitalist democracy power 
is not transferred to any one. All citizens are equally subservient to the hegemony of global 
capital. 

In the Muslim world on the other hand tire democratic process does play a significant 
i ole. People are concerned about the issues of high politics because people are not liberal. So, 
democracy may create an obsticale for establishing the hegemony of global capital. And it is 
an open possibility that democracy may be instrumentalized to demolish liberal political and 
economic imperialism. 

The priority of liberalism over democracy reveals that one is expected not only to 
accept the priority of right, but also its liberal interpretation even if this contradicts the will of 
the people or violates the right of self-determination of the people. So whatever is happening 
in Iraq, Afghanistan, Guantanamo Bay etc. actually reflects the real spirit of liberalism. Bush 
and Blair are true liberals. They are following the footsteps of the America Founding Fathers, 
and they are revitalizing the history of liberalism. Gostanamo Bay and Abu Gharib prisons 
represent best human rights practices. 

III. J ustifying Liberal Terror 

There are at least two major weakness of Zakaria’s analysis and both weaknesses 
are organically linked with each other. 

Zakaria believes that liberal rights are universal and they are the necessary resource to 
make people civilized. But he rejects the methodology (i.e. democracy) which is theoretically 
prescribed by liberal thinkers. He emphasizes the genealogical priority of liberalism over 
democracy. This implies that liberal rights are not naturally nurtured, institutionalized and 
lespected. They need to be protected and imposed upon individuals through state power. 
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Zakana tries to give an impression that democracy is not a problem in the West because 
people are essentially liberal, respect human rights and are civilized. Therefore even when 
Americans act undemocratically it is tolerable because they respect liberal rights. One of the 
most important components of the American government i.e. the Supreme Court is extremely 
undemocratic in nature, because “it is headed by nine unselected men and women with life 
tenure (see Zakaria p. 22). Similarly, each American state has two seats in American Senate 
irrespective of its population ratio. This is the most devastating interpretation of the “right of 
equal political participation”, and thanks to this inteipretation “the U.S senate is the most 
unrepresentative upper house in the world” (Ibid p. 22). 

Zakaria tries to give an impression that once people become liberal they 
democratically establish a framework of rights and start respecting the rights of the “people”. 
But the history of liberal democracies reveals that, liberal democracies have committed 
massive ethnic cleansing sometimes amounting to genocide specially in colonial context where 
large social groups were defined as lying out side of “the people”, (see Mann 1999 p. 23). 
Zakana believes that the liberal constitution guarantees the right of the “people” through civil 
society institutions but who are those “people”, the American constitution was written by 
“fifty-five middle aged white gentlemen of the highest rank and property closeted for two 
weeks in Philadelphia (Ibid p. 23). It is also believed that these archangels occupying a 
vantage position leflected the will of the people but it is a historical fact that they in there 
definition of we the people did not mean “to include women, slaves and native Americans” 
(Ibid p. 23) The American constitution is an instrument for protecting the capitalist minority 
from the non-capitalist majority. 

It is also very important to note that the violence against non liberal communities i e 
the Red Indians committed by the Spanish, British, Portuguese, and the Catholic Church was 
fai milder than the atrocities committed by liberal American Revolutionaries, and settlers and 
that is “why most Indians supported the British in the American Revolutionary war” (Ibid, p. 
26). It can statistically be proven that liberal atrocities are far greater than that of non-liberal 
legimes, Mann believes that deliberate genocidal bursts were more common among British 

than Spanish or Portuguese settlers. (Ibid, p. 26), who were relatively less liberal than the 
Britishers. 

The history of liberal democracy which has unfortunately been ignored by Zakaria 
reveals that, ethnic cleansing, murders, deporting, amounting at its worst to genocide, was 
central to the liberal modern ity of the New World committed first by the settler colonies 
than by the first new nations. The process continued in North American and Australia until 
there were virtually no more native people to exterminate” (Ibid, p. 27). 


Thus history reveals that enthnic cleansing is a missing link between liberalism and tme 
democracy. Because genocide provides a homogenous society. 
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This is one of the aspects of liberal democracy which should be presented before 
defending the liberal dictatorship. The above analysis reveals that Zakaria’s distinction 
between liberal and illiberal democracy is fictitious, deceptive and distorted. It is a historical 
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fact that ‘’liberal democracies were actually committing genocide against other democracies 
repeatedly” (Ibid, p. 26). In this perspective what people like Zakaria want to do in the 
Muslim world is similar to what liberal democrats had previously done in the Western 
hemisphere during the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries. 

Secondly, it seems that the prioritization of liberal rights is presumed to be a 
non-contestable truth and it is not epistemologically possible to question the priority of right 
over the good or the universality and cultural neutrality of liberal rights. Zakaria tries to give an 
impression that liberal rights are not in conflict with any civilized society and religion. They are 
in fact the criterion of sanity, civility and humanity. Therefore it is legitimate to impose those 
rights even at the cost of democracy prescribed by the liberals themselves. According to 
Gowan liberals are “talking about cosmopolitan governance, that is cosmopolitan rules and 
norms, not about everything, but, about certain fundamental tilings namely human rights and of 
course, some global governance on the economic field” (Gowen, 2001 p. 5). But this priority 
of right has been questioned by the communitarians and post-modernist thinkers even within 
the Establishment. They believe that “right” i.e. abstract and neutral right cannot be derived 
from pure form i.e. universally valid reason. These rights are derived from the history of a 
particular community. This means that the system of rights cannot be detached from the good 
of a community which is historically specific and culturally determined. Zakaria’s whole thesis 
rests upon the assumption that liberal right has priority over any conception of the good 
presumed by the individuals or the community. The communitarians are not satisfied with this 
prioritization of the right over the good, and believe that the prioritization of right over the good 
undermines the role of community in the constitution of individual selfhood and trivializes the 
significance of good in the determination of a body of rights. 

Men are not to be treated as an object of scientific study. According to Taylor, man is 
a self-interpreting animal and there is no possibility of having an abstract realm which 
transcends historical specificity and the particularity of a linguistic community. In this regard 
human beings are considered to be “creatures whose identity as persons depends upon their 
orientation and attachment to die conception of the good which they derive from the matrix of 
their Linguistic community” (Mulhall, 1992 p. 102). 

The self is embedded in a particular community and answers the questions which have 
emerged and are organically related to die ontological basis of that community. The priority of 
right over the good presumes that self identity is not determined by ends, virtues and 
conceptions of the gdod which emerge from the history of a particular community. Thus the 
politics of rights justifies the triviality of communal good and defends the individuality of every 
person. Sandel believes that in the liberal framework the person is an autonomous chooser of 
ends, because this autonomous “capacity must be given prior to its exercise, the locus of 
moral worth in human beings must be seen prior to its ends” (Ibid, . 45). Thus the priority of 
die self over its ends actually reflects the “essential unity of the self (which) is already provided 
by the conception of right” (Rawls 1971, p. 563). This implies that the priority of right over the 
good presumes a specific ontological, metaphysical account derived from the histoiy of a 
particular community. Therefore Zakaria’s assumptions that these liberal rights are absolute, 
certain and universal is a questionable claim. 
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Due to the unavailability of an epistemologically grounded and ontologically backed 
umversalist defence of bberalism it is generally believed that, Western liberal democracy is not 
universally applicable. The recognition of the cultural particularity and historical specificity of 
liberal theory justifies a political structure which is democratic but at the same time illiberal in 
practice. Zakaria is worried about the fact that, “many countries are settling into a form of 
government that mixes a substantial degree of democracy with substantial degree of 
illiberalism . (Zakaria, p. 24). He fears that democracy may be an instrument for overthrowing 
capitalist order and advocates liberal terrorism to avoid this calamity 
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